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Before:  WALLACE, LEAVY, and BERZON, Circuit Judges.

Jason Donnell Williams, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the

district court’s judgment dismissing, under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, his 42 U.S.C. 
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§ 1983 action alleging he was removed from his prison job in violation of his due

process rights when his instructor, Mr. Vinsen, issued a Rules Violation Report

without first giving him a written warning.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo a district court’s dismissal for failure to state a

claim under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1), Resnick v. Hayes, 213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th

Cir. 2000), and we affirm.  

The district court properly dismissed Williams’ due process claim because

removing him from his prison job after repeated oral warnings to not fall asleep in

his training class did not impose an “atypical and significant hardship on [him] in

relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life.”  Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472,

484 (1995).  Furthermore, the regulations provide that an inmate’s failure to meet

work expectations shall be reported on a Rules Violation Report, and do not

require that a prior written warning be issued.  See 15 Cal. Code Regs. 

§§ 3312(a)(3), 3144 (a)(3)(G).  Accordingly, the district court properly held that

the language of the regulations did not give rise to a liberty interest in progressive

discipline.  See Sandin, 515 U.S. at 487.

AFFIRMED.


